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	PARA #
	
COMMENTS AND RATIONALE


	1. 
	General 
	Comment. We fully support the overarching goals of interoperability, standardization and audit readiness addressed in this memorandum.  However, in our view, this course of action requiring expanded SLOA data as discrete data elements vice referentially exchanging key SFIS data needed for bill payment is not the optimal solution for Logistics data exchange within the Department of Defense or with our federal trading partners. 
Rationale. Significant cost without clear benefit and potential adverse impact on warfighter support are anticipated for Logistics. The proposed SLOA requirements will have major impact on requisitioning, material returns, hazardous waste disposal, Interfund/non-Interfund billing, many business practices where the customer's requirement is initiated outside the Service/Agency supply system and legacy systems.  Moreover, the need for each expanded SLOA data element in Logistics transactions, rationale for how each contributes to audit readiness, and business process improvement expected has not been clearly articulated to weigh against cost and other impacts.  

	2. 
	Page 2
Para 4
	Comment. The proposed SLOA significantly alters the previously approved Logistics SFIS referential data exchange approach released under Approved Defense Logistics Management System (DLMS) Change (ADC) 435.  We understood the ADC 435 approach to be compliant with Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) memorandum, "Standard Financial Information Structure (SFIS) Implementation Policy," dated August 4, 2005 (reference (b)) while providing a sound business process enhancement for logistics transaction exchange to meet the SFIS requirement.  Request re-consideration be given to authorizing the use of referential data in the limited usage discussed in ADC 435.

Rationale.  In October 2011, Military Services, DOD Agencies and Federal Agencies unanimously selected a referential data approach achieved by expanding the DLA Transaction Services Fund Code table (vice carrying discrete data) as the method of providing key SFIS LOA data elements.  They concluded that there would be significant adverse impact from requiring the discrete data across the logistics and financial actions. ADC 435, developed and coordinated with ODCMO/OUSD(C) staffs and briefed to the SFIS Governance Board, defines process and data requirements.  See https://www.dla.mil/j-6/dlmso/Archives/archives_fin.asp for further details.  


	3. 
	Page 2
Para 4
	Comment. The proposed SLOA is not consistent with Military Standard Billing System (MILSBILLS) procedures outlined in DoD 4000.25-7-M/DoD 4000.25-M, Volume 5, requiring the use of the Fund Code for proper processing. 

Rationale.  MILSBILLS uses the referential Fund Code data element discussed above for Interfund summary and detail billing.  Fund code is an interoperable data element for referentially providing accounting data; is supported by extraordinary robust edits; has well defined DOD policy and processes; supports approximately $56 billion in Interfund bills per year; is carried in many of the nine billion Logistics transactions per year; and, provides a self-balancing process for funds transfer between DOD appropriations at Treasury in order to remove the risk of “eliminations” errors that might otherwise contribute to the DOD material weakness in that area. Such validations are not possible under the proposed approach. Fund code allows for efficient interoperable data exchange and data integrity among all trading partners, preventing costly human data entry errors that would result in unmatched financial transactions and impact mission support, while ensuring that non-DLMS capable systems such as Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) systems can receive essential financial data.  


	4. 
	Page 2
Para 4
	Comment. The SLOA data standard requiring discrete data elements in information exchanges with a financial action greatly impacts business practices where the customer's requirement is initiated outside the Service/Agency supply system.

Rationale. A significant number of Logistics support services business processes are impacted, including post-post operations, Tailored Vendor Relationships (Subsistence Total Order and Receipt Electronic System (STORES) and Defense Medical Logistics Standard Support (DMLSS) for example), DLA Industrial Prime Vendor Program, DLA Disposition Services hazardous waste disposal via web tool, orders initiated via Emergency Call Centers, and web-based ordering such as E-Mall/GSA Advantage.  Applying the SFIS SLOA requirements to these makes this approach untenable -- individuals would need to know and correctly provide all SLOA elements (up to136 positions) or erroneous financial data exchange/order rejection would occur. Alternatively, interfaces would need to be developed to link back to the requiring Service/Agency supply and/or finance system to ensure that the data is captured by the seller at the time of order acceptance.  It is not clear that such interfaces are possible for all users or that the required SLOA data could be captured from an external interface. Moreover, since Fund Code is still required for non-DLMS systems, there will be additional complexity in matching Fund Code and discrete SLOA data for the business practice above. 


	5. 
	Attachment A
Page 4
Bullet 4
	Comment. The reference to entering a transaction in the field using Fund Code for mission critical events and capturing the SLOA data at the time of entry into the business system offers no relief in obtaining all SLOA data and for buyers to provide it at the time that the requirement is initiated as this paragraph is written.

Rationale. Using Emergency Call Center initiated requirements or critical post-post maintenance actions as examples, the seller must still have all required SLOA data at the time that the requirement (requisition) is accepted or the seller cannot fill the order.  If the buyer cannot provide the SLOA data up front, and there is no means of capturing the SLOA data through an interface, the transaction processing necessary to release the materiel might be delayed pending further research.  Any delay in obtaining this information in mission critical situations could negatively impact operational support.


	6. 
	Page 2
Para 4
	Comment. Developing implementation plans for IRB certification/recertification by target systems by the start of FY 2013 cycle will be challenging. Recommend the Comptroller and DCMO lead a working group to develop the DLMS Change documentation.

Rationale. It is unlikely that a DLMS change proposal can be staffed, evaluated, approved in this timeframe.  The approved change is a critical element for System Owners to fully develop their implementation plans. 


	7. 
	Page 2
Para 2
	Comment. Recommend clarifying the first sentence to indicate applicability.  Suggest including the italicized text: “No later than September 2012, all Legacy, Interim and Target system owners using a sequenced LOA string must update interface files to the SLOA sequence guidance in this memorandum.”

Rationale. Clarification is needed to avoid confusion.  Without the additional text, the sentence can be read to apply to all systems including those using ANSI X12 transactions. Since ANSI X12 transactions carry discrete data rather than an LOA string, this guidance pertaining to the sequencing of the SLOA is not applicable.


	8. 
	General
	Comment. For proposed changes of this magnitude, consideration might be given to including formal time and cost estimates, as prescribed Secretary of Defense memorandum, “Consideration of Cost in Decision Making,” dated December 27, 2010. 

Rationale. This structured methodology would allow for assessment of the problem(s) and evaluation proposed approach against other potential alternatives to provide visibility of the cost impacts prior to issuing policy. 


	9. 
	Page 2
Para 1
	Comment. There is no indication that the newly revised SLOA will reduce unsupported accounting adjustments for Logistics transactions. We recommend research to identify and evaluate the root causes, followed by introduction of controls or processes to ensure that the obligation is properly recorded.

Rationale. This is a more cost effective and auditable approach, as opposed to including additional data such as “cost objects” as a “compensating control” for research and reconciliation.


	10. 
	Page 2
Para 3
	Comment. Request that all SFIS data elements without established business rules, data values, data stewards, etc. be evaluated at the next SFIS Governance Board.  Further recommend the Comptroller and DCMO lead a working group to develop the DLMS Change documentation to facilitate planning and implementation across logistics processes that use, or are migrating to, DLMS.

Rationale.   Clear business rules, with unambiguous metadata fosters proper assessment, planning, and implementation, while supporting certification/recertification.  Information needed includes identification of the specific transactions requiring SLOA data, whether a data element is mandatory, conditional, or optional.  For conditional data elements, the applicable conditions must be defined.


	11. 
	Page 2
Para 4
	Comment. The Fiscal Year 2013 certification/recertification plan is ambitious and appears to be a departure from the previous practice of certifying to the currently approved Business Enterprise Architecture (FY 2012). 

Rationale. The expedited timing may not allow adequate planning necessary for implementation of this complex change.


	12. 
	Page 1
Reference C
	Comment. Request clarification of the Financial Data in Procurement (FIDP) concept described in reference (c), “Linking Financial Data to Contract Documents,” dated March 18, 2009, and its relationship to Logistics 

Rationale. Reference (c) states that “In target systems, new contract awards no longer will be reliant on carrying line of accounting data.”, which appears to be a reverential data approach inconsistent with the SLOA. Reference (c) directed development of a CONOPS for a Procurement community unique (and potentially problematic) referential data approach to SFIS by modifying requirements for the Agency Accounting Identifier (AAI) data element to convey SFIS data.  A separate comment is provided for the AAI data element below, along with other SLOA data elements. 


	13. 
	Attachment A
Page 4
Bullet 1
	Comment. Recommend that consideration be given to authorizing referential data exchange using the Fund Code for Treasury Account Symbol data at the enterprise level in lieu of using referential data within a system and then transacting individual data elements. 

Rationale. The data is redundant and would be carried in most of the nine billion Logistics transactions per year without obvious benefit.  Although there is precedence within DoD for carrying both the “short key” and the full set of funding information (e.g., the Transportation Account Code/LOA data within the transportation domain), we believe this is an unnecessary redundancy for the transaction exchange.  Use of the short key must only be associated with a mandatory requirement to properly employing the associated LOA table to ensure common interpretation of the data.  


	14. 
	Attachment A 
Page 1

	Comment. Recommend that consideration be given to liming the SLOA to the Treasury Account Symbol data elements and Business Event Type Code.

Rationale. It is not clear how all the additional data elements identified relate to the SLOA and why they all need to be transactional exchanged. Moreover, there are non-financial data elements included in the SLOA. This is important given the significant systems and process changes that will be required for implementation.


	15. 
	Attachment A 
Page 1
Bullet 5
	Comment. Sub Class – request clarification of the status of this data element as a “transitional data element”, clarification of business rules and values, and if changes are needed, recommend that consideration be given to removing Sub Class from the SLOA now for reconsideration later pending and incorporation of any changes into the BEA. 

Rationale. We are uncertain of the current status of this data element and whether it is applicable to any Logistics transactions. ADC 435 business rules provided by ODCMO staff state, “This data element is included in the file layout to accommodate the transition period. In the end state, this element will be removed.” BEA 9.0 lists Treasury as the authoritative source. Treasury states the following relative to elimination of standard subclass: “The first change is the elimination of standard subclasses. This means that FPAs will report a [Treasury Account Symbol] TAS, without having to report sub classification of that TAS based on explicit transaction types…. As a result subclass field is being renamed to "Sub-level Prefix" and will only be used for programmatic breakdowns of the TAS for Treasury publication purposes. Sub-level Prefixes have a unique meaning or a unique need for sub classification that is NOT based on transaction types or business events.  See http://fms.treas.gov/gwa/factsheet_tas.html. 
 

	16. 
	Attachment A 
Page 2
Bullet 3
	Comment. Agency Accounting Identifier (AAI) – request clarification of the definition, values and data exchange business use described in reference (c). If changes are need to policy or to the Business Enterprise Architecture, recommend consideration be given to removing AAI from the SLOA at this time.

Rationale. DFARS 204.7107 references the March 18, 2009 memorandum and establishes a requirement for the funding office to provide to the contracting office the AAI associated with the funding for each line item. DFARS 204.7107 re-defines AAI as a six-digit data element that identifies a system in which accounting for specific funds are performed. This appears to be at odds with the BEA definition and with DoD Financial Management Regulation Volume 1, Chapter 4, 0402, which define AAI as an accountable station. Clarification is needed to assess and to implement the AAI requirement.


	17. 
	Page 2 Para 3  and
Attachment A 
Page 1
Bullet 14
	Comment. Product Service Code (PSC) – recommend that consideration be given to removing Product Service Code (PSC) from the SLOA at this time pending development of business rules and evaluation as a suitable SFIS data element, in accordance with DoD Financial Management Regulation, Volume 1, paragraph 040603.

Rationale. PSC appears to be inconsistent with the description of an SFIS data element. The limited time available for formal coordination of this SLOA memorandum did not permit review by functional subject matter experts or the SFIS Governance. We are not aware of a need to exchange PSC in Logistics transactions, as it is not associated with Logistics transaction business processes and would be carried in billions of transactions per year. Perhaps this is more appropriately retained as a Procure to Pay BEA data element to be entered if a procurement action is ultimately required for a requisition.


	18. 
	Attachment A
Page 1
Bullet 10
	Comment. Sub-Allocation – recommend that consideration be given to removing Sub-Allocation from the SLOA at this time until it is established as an SFIS data element and business rules and other associated attributes are clearly defined. 

Rationale. Sub-Allocation is not an SFIS BEA 9.0 data element and we are uncertain about the associated business rules, other data attributes and about the reason for the proposed name change from ”Limit”. While Limit, Allotment Holder and Sub-Allotment Holder were presented to the SFIS Governance Board for consideration in BEA 9.0, none were adopted, in part due to ambiguity regarding business rules and relationships to one another. It is not clear what Sub-Allocation represents. 


	19. 
	Attachment A 
Page 1
Bullet 6
	Comment. Availability Type (A24 in SFIS) – request clarification or the status of this data element as a BEA 9.0 SFIS data element along with associated business rules.

Rationale.  It is our understanding that Availability Type (A24 in SFIS) was removed in BEA 9.0. This appears to refer to SFIS A29, for which there appears not to have been an SFIS Governance Board vote on the business rules, metadata etc.. Clarification is requested.


	20. 
	Attachment A
Page 3
Bullet 2
	Comment. Cost Objects - request the rationale for requiring cost objects in the SLOA.  

Rationale. Cost objects were evaluated during staffing of ADC 435 and Components/Agencies did not support inclusion within Logistics transactions.   Cost objects do not appear to be of any value to the seller; we believe cost objects should be retained within the buyers system.  Moreover, the configuring of cost object (based on software package etc.) suggests that this is clearly a data element that should be retained internally to the buyer in a logistics transaction. 


	21. 
	Attachment A
Page 3
Bullet 2
	Comment. Cost Object Composition - if cost objects be retained as part of the SLOA, request that DoD Activity Address Code (DoDAAC) and Functional Area be referred to the SFIS Governance Board for evaluation as SFIS data elements and as cost objects in accordance with DoD Financial Management Regulation, Volume 1, paragraph 040603.

Rationale. The definition of cost object provided in this most recent SLOA draft memo includes Funding Center and the planned addition of Functional Area. It is not clear how organizational breakdown is a cost object; however, addition of these two data elements suggest that DoDAAC should be also be an SFIS cost object, as it is higher level Funding Center/Functional Area and is mandatory in every Logistics transaction and purchase action. Both DoDAAC and Functional Area will need to be established as SFIS data elements.


	22. 
	Revised SLOA memo of May 7, 2012
General
	Comment. Recommend that consideration be given to re-staffing the SLOA memorandum with all changes resulting from receipt of comments to the original staffing.

Rationale. SLOA version presented at a meeting on May 7, 2012 contains significant changes in implementation details from the originally staffed version. It is not clear that all interested parties will have received the revised version or if received, will be able to render comments in the remaining time allowed for staffing. The comments above refer to the originally staffed SLOA memorandum. The comments below refer to the May 7, 2012 revised SLOA memorandum.


	23. 
	7 May 2012
SLOA
Page 5 
bullet 6
	Comment. Request clarification regarding legacy system requirements, which have potential for enormous impact.

Rationale. The 7 May 2012 draft SLOA memorandum removes the statement that the “Requirements in this Memorandum are applicable to Interim and Target systems”, which was contained in the original SLOA memorandum. This has enormous potential process and cost impact that has not adequately been evaluated. It is not known if/how legacy systems will be able to provide SLOA data from data contained in logistics transactions. 


	24. 
	7 May 2012
SLOA
Page 7
bullet 6
	Comment. Recommend that this paragraph referring to TP data be removed from the SLOA for future consideration.

Rationale. Revised SLOA indicates that TP data elements are are “implicitly included in the SLOA.” Significantly, Logistics transactions do not use Business Partner Numbers (TP3) and Federal Agencies have no capability to provide it. There are approximately 150,000 federal agency DoDAACs without corresponding DUNS numbers. This is a significant requirement.


	25. 
	7 May 2012
SLOA
Page 9
bullet 3
	Comment. Recommend that consideration be given to removing this paragraph referring to Enterprise Funds Distribution (EFD) for future consideration. 

Rationale. This is a new requirement that has not been previously staffed evaluated and the impacts are unknown.  It is unclear if Budget Subactivity Code is being established as an additional SLOA data element. Moreover the memorandum suggests that EFD is being deployed incrementally and that not all accounts are currently represented within EFD, leading to potential implementation issues.
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